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PER CURI AM

Craig O Copley appeals fromthe district court's order deny-
ing his notion for reconsideration of the court's earlier order
denying his notion for a transfer. Because Copley's notion was un-
tinmely under Fed. R Civ. P. 59(e), his notion should be construed
as a Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b) notion. We review the district court's

denial of a Rule 60(b) notion for an abuse of discretion. Browder

v. Director, Dep't of Corrections, 434 U S. 257, 263 n.7 (1978).
Relief is not authorized under Rule 60(b) where the notion
rai ses no new argunents, but nerely requests the district court to

"change its mnd." United States v. WIllians, 674 F.2d 310, 313

(4th Gr. 1982). Copley's notion provided no newgrounds for relief
and only refl ected his disagreenment with the court's earlier deci-
sion. Where anotionis for reconsideration of | egal issues al ready
addressed in an earlier ruling, the notion "is not authorized by
Rule 60(b)." 1d. at 313. Therefore, the notion was "properly

rejected by the district court.” Id.; see also Hartman v. Lauchli,

304 F. 2d 431, 432 (8th Gr. 1962) ("Rule 60(b) was not intended as
a substitute for a direct appeal from an erroneous judgnent. The
fact that a judgnent is erroneous does not constitute a ground for
relief under that Rule.").

Accordingly, the order of the district court is affirnmed. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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